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COMMERCE-JUSTICE-STATE/Cable Rates Study

SUBJECT: Departments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and Related Agencies Appropriations Bill
for fiscal year 1999 . . . S. 2260. McCain motion to table the Feingold amendment No. 3264.

ACTION: MOTION TO TABLE AGREED TO, 63-36

SYNOPSIS:  As reported, S. 2260, the Partments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judieiad Related gencies
Appropriations Bill for fiscalyear 1999, willprovide a total of $33.239 billion in new bget authoriy, which

is $1.115 billion more tharparopriated for fiscalyear (FY) 1998 and is $3.647 billion less thaguested. The bill contains e
spendirg increases for various law enforcement activities.

The Feingold amendmenivould make a number of findie regarding the rgid increase in cable television rates sipassge
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, and the increased concentration of cable telgsisims at the national level since that
time. It would then rguire the Federal Communications Commission (FCC),ght bf those findigs, to report to Comgress on
whether it was meetinits reponsibilities topromote corpetition in the cable television indugtand to ensure reasonable rates
for cable television services, as thosgoesibilities are set forth in the Cable Television Consumer Protection angefibom
Act of 1992 and the Telecommunications Act of 1996. If the FCC determined that it wagynteetiponsibilities, it would have
to give a detailedustification for that determination. If it determined that it was fgitm meet its rg®nsibilities, it would have
to report on the actions that it would take to correct that failure. The FCC waqudd te Cormgress no later than 30 yaafter
enactment of this Act.

Debate was limitedybunanimous consent. After debate, Senator McCain moved to table the amendment.yGtrosall
favoring the motion to tablemposed the amendment; thoggposing the motion to table favored the amendment.

Those favoringthe motion to table contended:

Our collegues are ght to be concerned about riginable television rates, but their amendment is ill-considered. There are
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several reasons wtwe should not demand a 30ydstud/ of this issue. First, the time-frame is too short. Few issues are more
conmplex than communications law. 4r80-day stud/ would be deficient. Second, the amendmgmbiies that the FCC is alrgad
working on an annual stydhat it is reuired toprepare on cable rates. Third, we note that if our cgliea find the FCC’s annual
study to be insufficient, we do not know wihey expect the will get a more revealmstud if they demand that it be cqrteted
in 30 das. Fourth, the FCC does clogehonitor cable rates, contyato the @parent understandyof mary of our collegues. We
know that the FCC is concerned about the rise in rates, but it notes that the increases hayechd¢learhinflation because the
have not been based on inflation, but on geann such areas as the servigewided and the increased costgiogrammirg.
The FCC has gigested means that Cgness miht consider to control cost increases, such as ligxititble corpanies’ abiliy to
pass on increasgmogrammirg costs to consumers. Tophy that the FCC is not workiyon the issue is siply false. Fifth,pushirg
through this amendment woulateenpt the work of the Commerce Committee, which is hadliearirgs on the sylect. We have
committees in Cagress as a means of examgniasues thoraghly before we actpon them. We do not think it is wise tggass
the Commerce Committee in this manner. Sixth, and firfalt those Senators who would like an ipeledent angkis of this issue,
we inform them that the General Accougtibffice is currentf working on a stug of cable rates. The Fgold amendment would
not serve ay usefulpurpose. We therefore ge our collegues to table it.

Those opposinghe motion to table contended:

The Telecommunications Act was enacted inyed®96. One of the effects that Act wapgased to have was to lower cable
television rates yoincreasig conpetition. However, for thgast 2years, the Americapegle have watched with alarm as
competition has decreased and cable rates gane in exacyt the wromg direction. The tp two cable cormpanies now control more
than 50percent of the cable television market, and tipefdorr conpanies control more than @@rcent. At the same time as the
industly has been consolidatjprices have beegoing throwgh the roof. Rates have begwing up at more than three times the rate
of inflation. Conpanies argetting away with high rates because in almost gvplace that cable exists (which is most of America
now; more than two-thirds of homes have cable service), it exists as aahoservice. On} 5 percent of the 94 million cable
customers in the United States have a choice of more thawvitler. Not suprisingly, in those few areas that have gqatition,
prices are lower. We conclude from these facts that the FCC is ngtitdgb in promoting conpetition in the cable industand
in ensurig that rates are reasonable. Therefore, we have offered tlygpldeamendment to make the FC@ae to Comgress on
whether it grees, and if so, what it intends to do to correct matters, and if ngif dbes not. Our hme is that this amendment
will lead to strog efforts to hold down rismcable rates and fwomote corpetition in the indusir. This amendment should not
be tabled.



